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Courts are generally not required to extend the scope of the previous decisions. 


In applying the rule of stare decisis, courts are not required to extend the scope of previous decisions on constitutional questions. i 
Even though a court adopts a rule established by a line of decisions on a given question, it does not necessarily follow that it 


must carry that rule to its logical conclusion if the parties occupy different relations to the subject matter and to each other.” 


General expressions, in every judicial opinion, are to be taken in connection with the case in which those expressions are used, 
and if they go beyond the case, they may be respected but ought not to control the judgment in a later suit when the very 


point is presented for decision.* The doctrine of stare decisis does not require the United States Supreme Court to adhere to 
a broad reading of its prior decision that has been adopted by many courts when blind adherence to a broad reading would 


authorize myriad unconstitutional results.“ Similarly, although a state court is bound to follow the United States Supreme 


Court's interpretation of the Federal Constitution,” it is not bound to extend the decisions to areas that they did not purport to 
address or specifically disavowed addressing, to find a state law unconstitutional, especially if settled state law would thereby 
be overturned.° 
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